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The article examines the experience of the Russian Federation's information and propaganda influence in Crimea
from the moment of Ukraine's declaration of independence until the end of the special operation of Russian troops
(forces) to seize Crimea, commonly called the ““Crimean Spring”. The reasons for the first unsuccessful attempt to
seize Crimea by the Russian Federation, the period of the so-called *“Crimean crisis” (1992—1994) are considered.
Possible reasons for the failure (suspension) of actions to capture the Crimean Peninsula at that time and further
events and crises in and around Crimea, which were inspired by the Russian Federation in order to rock the situa-
tion on the peninsula until its annexation in 2014.

Based on the results of the analysis of these events, the author identified the main reasons for the success of the
Russian special services’ information and propaganda activities directly during the so-called “Crimean Spring”
(2014). The study pays special attention to the analysis of the preparation and conduct of special interagency opera-
tions of Russian troops (forces) and special services to seize Crimea, one of the elements of which was the integrated
use of a number of information and propaganda measures aimed at various segments of the population and levels
of management of law enforcement agencies and local governments. The author clarifies the role and place of par-
amilitary formations during the events of the so-called “Crimean Spring”.

The study examines the main measures taken by the Ukrainian authorities to counteract the Russian Federation's
attempts to seize the Crimean Peninsula during the Crimean crisis (1992—1994) and the Crimean Spring (2014).

As a result, the author draws conclusions that reveal more deeply the reasons for the effectiveness of the actions
of the special services of the Russian Federation in the information and psychological sphere.

Key words: information and propaganda influence, paramilitary formations, special operation, Crimea, Crimean
Spring, Crimean crisis, operation of troops (forces), deployment of troops (forces), deception, disinformation.

The information and propaganda measures carried out by the Russian Federation (RF) in the ter-
ritory of the Crimean Peninsula before the start of the occupation, as well as the experience of their
preparation and execution, deserve in-depth study and consideration in the daily activities of the
relevant agencies in order to determine how Ukraine can effectively counter such measures. In this
context, it is reasonable to examine the information and propaganda activities of the RF in Crimea
from the moment Ukraine declared its independence to the occupation of the peninsula.

Some domestic scholars have paid attention to the topic of the Russian Federation’s information
and propaganda influence in Crimea in their studies. T. Andrievsky, O. Levchenko, S. Polumienko
define the goals of the Russian-Ukrainian hybrid war and consider the stages of implementation of its
objectives, but their views are quite broad, strategic, and little attention is paid to the narrow issue of
the seizure of the ARC. The greatest attention to this issue was paid by H. Pocheptsov, O. Turansky,
Y. Tverdokhlib, E. Magda, and O. Hulyma, although they focused on the events before and during
the occupation of the peninsula. Among foreign authors on this topic, it is worth noting the research
of S. Plokhiy, T. Kuzio and others, who partially touched upon this issue in their works. However,
the issue of information and propaganda influences is not considered comprehensively, as a rule,
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researchers focus on the events of the so-called “Crimean Spring” and the occupation of the peninsula
(2014).

Purpose of the article. Based on an analysis of the preparatory stage of the special operation by
Russian troops (forces) to seize Crimea, the aim is to identify the main phases of the Russian Federa-
tion’s information and propaganda influences in Crimea from the time Ukraine declared independence
up to the moment Russia occupied the peninsula and to determine the specifics of their organization,
conduct, and outcomes.

From the moment the Crimean Oblast was transferred from the RSFSR (1954) to the Ukrainian
SSR, until Ukraine left the Soviet Union, one can assert that there was in fact no “Crimean issue”.

Despite the signing of a 1990 treaty recognizing each other’s territorial integrity within the borders
that existed at the time of the USSR, the day after the Declaration of Ukraine’s Act of Independence,
the spokesperson for Russian President B. Yeltsin, P. Voshanov, stated: “...Russia reserves the right
to raise the issue of revising borders... what has been said applies to all neighboring republics except
the three Baltic states...” In another statement, he explicitly mentioned Crimea as one of the Russia’s
potential claims. After the all-Ukrainian referendum in December 1991, P. Voshanov repeated this
thesis (Plokhy S., 2023, p. 73).

In December 1991, Ukraine and Russia signed an agreement on creating the Commonwealth of
Independent States (CIS), which again stated: “To recognize and respect each other’s territorial integ-
rity and the inviolability of existing borders within the Commonwealth”. Yet, in less than half a year,
in May 1992, the Verkhovnyi Soviet of Russia declared that the acts transferring the Crimean Oblast
to Ukraine in 1954 had no legal force.

According to some researchers (ITerposckuit B. B., 2002), this was a fully deliberate policy. Various
Russian agencies and officials regularly floated baseless statements that lacked the status of an official state
position but were actively exploited as if they were official, especially by pro-Russian forces in Crimea.

With the active support of Russia’s ruling circles and various instruments of influence on the top
political leadership of Ukraine on the peninsula, the Supreme Council of Crimea adopted an act
proclaiming state sovereignty and its own Constitution (1992). At the same time, Crimea restored its
status as an autonomous republic.

The reaction of Ukraine’s ruling circles to these events was rather sluggish (they feared an escala-
tion). Seeing this, the Russian parliament formalized slogans about the illegal transfer of Crimea to
Ukraine as a resolution and proposed settling the issue through negotiations and a popular referendum’.

In the authors’ opinion, as early as 1992, the Russian parliament was fully aware that it was effec-
tively provoking a war with Ukraine, and all its statements and resolutions aimed to take Crimea from
Ukraine. These events marked the beginning of the so-called “Crimean Crisis” (1992—1994)>.

The entire reaction of the Ukrainian authorities to Crimean separatism amounted to a statement
calling for a cessation of illegal actions. Later, there was an appeal to the UN Security Council with
a complaint against the Kremlin’s actions, and Ukraine received full support for the indivisibility of
its borders. At that time, Ukrainian President Leonid Kravchuk feared an escalation of the conflict
with Russia. Thus, the Ukrainian authorities made no real attempts to suppress separatism in Crimea,
creating fertile ground for a deeper crisis on the peninsula.

Facing no resistance from the Ukrainian authorities, Russia actively continued to create and finance
various pro-Russian movements, political parties, and public organizations in Crimea. Among these,
the Republican Movement of Crimea (RMK) stood out significantly as one of the most active and
populous groups.

' TocranoBnenne BC P® «O npaBoBoii oleHKe pelieHuil BricinX opraHos roc. Baactd PCOCP no m3MeHeHHI0

craryca Kppima, mpuaATHIX B 1954 Tromy» ot 21 mas 1992 roma Ne 2809-1. (1992). Beoomocmu Cvezda HapooHwvix Oeny-
mamog Pocuiickoii @edupayuu u Bepxosrnozo Cosema Pocuiickou @eoupayuu. 04.06.1992 Ne 22. C. 1178.

2 Kpumcbka kpusza 1994 p. [Dnekrpornslii pecype]. URL: https://www.zsu.gov. ua/oos/istoriya-vijny/peredumovy/
krymska-kryza-19941/ (22.06.2024).
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Later, the RMK merged with the “People’s Party of Crimea” into a single bloc, tellingly named “Rus-
sia”, led by Y. Meshkov, who was soon elected President of Crimea (1994). After his victory, Russian
radical elements began operating on the peninsula with the support of Russian security forces. Ukrainian
security structures were effectively unable to counter the threat or simply followed direct orders from
Moscow and were gradually taken over by representatives of the “new” Crimean authorities.

It was at this moment that power changed in Kyiv (1994). L. Kuchma became the new President,
determined to resolve the Crimean issue in Ukraine’s favor. To stabilize the situation, units of the
National Guard of Ukraine and the State Border Guard Service of Ukraine, totaling 60.000 personnel,
were deployed to the peninsula, effectively removing local law enforcement from duty.

According to L. Kuchma’s recollections, his agreement with B. Yeltsin regarding Crimea was
reached quite simply: “...When a difficult situation arose in Crimea, with President Meshkov and
his government — incidentally, mostly outsiders — they started talking about almost separating the
peninsula from Ukraine. I called Boris Nikolayevich, and he completely understood the situation and
responded appropriately...”

In the author’s view, there are several possible reasons why B. Yeltsin refused at that time to
escalate the situation further. Perhaps gaining control over the Black Sea Fleet (and thus retaining
influence over Crimea) was his priority, or he might have lacked the economic capacity to start a
war while already fighting in Chechnya. It is also possible he did not abandon the Crimean issue but
merely postponed it.

To weaken the separatist movement, the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine legally renamed Crimea
the Autonomous Republic of Crimea (ARC). Six months later, it abolished the 1992 Constitution of
Crimea and the position of President of Crimea®.

In this context, we can cite the recollections of the then-head of the Security Service of Ukraine
(SSU), Yevhen Marchuk, a participant in these events. After phone negotiations between L. Kuchma
and B. Yeltsin, Crimean officials with Russian citizenship began leaving Crimea for Russia. The
President, together with security officials, began preparing an operation to restore constitutional order
in Crimea. During its preparation, “Alpha” groups dressed in civilian clothes arrived in Crimea by
car and settled in Sevastopol’s sanatoriums. Their task was to detain the most dangerous pro-Rus-
sian elements, including militants brought in by Russian special services to destabilize the situation.
Meanwhile, Federal Security Service (FSS) and Main Intelligence Directorate (MID) officers actively
resisted Ukrainian security forces, conducting surveillance and intimidating people (PaeBcbkwuii 1.,
KobGepnuk K., 2023).

The task of capturing the Supreme Council of Crimea in Simferopol was assigned to a helicopter-
borne assault of 70 personnel, which took place quickly and almost bloodlessly at dawn on March 17,
1995. President of Crimea Y. Meshkov was blocked inside the Supreme Council building and later
left his office voluntarily, officially citing poor health (Mapuyxk €. K., 1998, c. 321).

Thus, ended Russia’s first attempt to seize Crimea by military and political means.

Already in 1998, pro-Russian political forces in Crimea were defeated in the elections to the Crimean
Supreme Council. That same year, the new parliament adopted a constitution that brought Crimea’s
basic law into line with Ukraine’s Constitution. A year earlier, the issue of the fleet had been resolved,
and the Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation, and Partnership between Russia and Ukraine was signed*.

At the same time, the Russian Federation did not abandon its plans for Crimea. Exploiting gaps in
Ukrainian legislation and its privileged position in Crimea — especially in Sevastopol — it began what

3 Tlocranosa BepxoBHoi Pagu Ykpainu mpo BUKOHaHHS TTocTaHOB BepxoBHoi Pamu Ykpainu «I1po 3ynuHeHHs il

3akony Pecniyomniku Kpum “ITpo BiiHOBIEHHS KOHCTHTYIIIHUX OCHOB AepxkaBHOCTI PecryOmniku Kpum”, “TIpo nomituko-
MIPaBOBY cuTyalilo B ABToHOMHi#1 PecryOmini Kpum™ Ta “TIpo Bukonanust [Tocranosu Bepxosnoi Pagu Ykpainu “TIpo
TTOJIITHKO-TIPABOBY CUTYyaIlifo B ABToHOMHIH Pecmryomini Kpum™» 91/95-BP. (1995). Bioomocmi BepxosHoi Paou Yxpainu
(BBP), 1995, Ne 11, cr. 75.

4 JloroBip mpo japyxk0Oy, CHIIBpOOITHHIITBO 1 MapTHEPCTBO MK Ykpainoto i Pociiicekoro ®enepariiero.
3axon Ne 13/98-BP Bix 14. 01. 98. (1998). URL:https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/643006#top (30.06.2024).
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is referred to as a “creeping expansion”. For example, with the support of then-Mayor of Moscow
Y. Luzhkov, housing for retired Russian military personnel was actively built in Sevastopol (800
apartments), along with two Russian schools and a kindergarten; branches of Russian universities
also appeared”.

The situation in the information space was catastrophic. By 2000 in Crimea — excluding Russian press
deliberately brought onto the peninsula to push purely Russian narratives — there were 412 registered
Russian-language print media (mainly serving the same propaganda function) and only four Ukrainian-
language print media. (SI6monceka H. B., 2006, c. 247). The situation on television was no better.

For local residents, especially in Sevastopol, there was no problem obtaining a Russian passport
without relinquishing their Ukrainian citizenship (though Ukrainian law forbids this). Moreover, it
was issued through a simplified procedure.

When V. Putin came to power, the Kremlin’s official rhetoric remained unchanged, unlike its
practical actions. Starting in 2000, Russia continued a series of special information and propaganda
operations against Ukraine aimed at destabilizing the situation both within and outside the country.
Among the first such provocations were the so-called “gas wars” and the conflict over Tuzla Island.

The events of the 2004 Orange Revolution, combined with the defeat of V. Yanukovych in the
presidential election, forced the Russian political leadership to abandon plans for a purely politi-
cal takeover of the peninsula and switch to a force-based scenario for seizing Crimea. As recalled
by one of the active participants in the occupation of Crimea, the “people’s mayor” of Sevastopol
O. Chaly, “in 2004-2005, we were preparing for a coup for the first time in connection with the
Orange Revolution™®.

At the same time, the Russian leadership did not yet dare to implement a purely force-based
scenario and instead decided to rely on strengthening information and propaganda influences — the
so-called “soft power” strategy. With support from the special services, Russia’s ruling elites maxi-
mally fueled pro-Russian sentiment among the local population throughout the ARC and the city of
Sevastopol.

One of the ways to achieve this goal was for Russian special services to create in Crimea an exten-
sive anti-Ukrainian network based on earlier cells. Its activities were fully controlled by Moscow.
Among the main organizations implementing Kremlin ideas on the peninsula were the Crimean struc-
tures of the Party of Regions (PR), the Communist Party of Ukraine (KPU), the Progressive Socialist
Party of Ukraine, the parties “Rodina” and “Russkoye Edinstvo”, various Orthodox groups oriented
toward “Russian World” ideas, and criminalized paramilitary formations (security structures, fight
clubs, primarily the group “Oplot™)’.

Myths about eternal unity with the Russian people — “the triune, artificially divided Russian peo-
ple” — were imposed on Crimeans, along with narratives about the benefits of joining either a mod-
ern Russian empire or a [USSR-2]. Simultaneously, Ukraine’s elites were portrayed as incapable of
developing the peninsula. It was repeatedly stressed that Ukraine’s Armed Forces and other military
formations — unlike Russia’s — were merely vestigial symbols of statehood and would not actually be
deployed to defend Crimea.

In Crimea, as in other places where it artificially created flashpoints, Russia relied on local criminal
elements, which very often, particularly during V. Yanukovych’s presidency (2010-2014), acted in
concert with local law enforcement. Gradually, these criminal groups merged with Crimean branches
of the Party of Regions and the Communist Party of Ukraine, which became conduits and primary
levers of Russian influence, later playing a pivotal role in the so-called “Crimean Spring”.

> Kupees A., 2019. Ot ko g0 kBaptup: B CeBactomnone BcnoMuHaroT aena Jlysxkoa. URL: https://crimea.ria.ru/
amp/20191210/0t-shkol-do-kvartir-v-Sevastopole-vspominayut-dobrye-dela-Luzhkova-1117735472.html (24.05.2024).

¢ Icropis moB3y4oi anekcii Kpumy 20042010 poky. URL: https://cpd.gov.ua/main/istoriya-povzuchoyi-aneksiyi-krymu-
2004-2010-roky/ (29.06.2024).

7 Tawm camo.
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Moscow also actively exploited and intensified ethnic hostility between ethnic Russians and
Crimean Tatars, fueling xenophobic sentiments.

During this period, the Kremlin’s rhetoric was quite contradictory. In April 2008, during a conver-
sation with U.S. President George W. Bush at the NATO summit in Bucharest, Putin stated: “Ukraine
is not even a state. Part of its territory is Eastern Europe, and part — a significant one — was given to it
by us... If Ukraine goes to NATO, it will go without Crimea and the East — it will simply collapse™.
Yet in August 2008, when asked by a German ARD TV journalist whether Crimea might be the next
conflict after Georgia, Putin insisted that Crimea in no way constituted a disputed territory and that
Russia had long recognized Ukraine’s present borders.

According to many experts, by no later than 2008, Russia’s military-political leadership was car-
rying out comprehensive military and propaganda preparations for the occupation of Crimea and,
more broadly, armed aggression against Ukraine. Russian military intelligence units, under the guise
of “historical reenactments”, conducted reconnaissance of the future theater of operations in Crimea
and eastern Ukraine. Following the analysis of shortcomings revealed during the military conflict in
South Ossetia, from August 2008 onward, Russia launched a large-scale military reform that funda-
mentally changed its approach to the development and employment of its armed forces’.

With the outbreak of the Euromaidan events (“Revolution of Dignity”), ideas that Russian propa-
ganda had planted for years via news, films (TV series), and even the internet began producing the
desired effect in Ukraine’s southeastern regions. This was particularly evident in Crimea, where Rus-
sia’s efforts were based on old, well-known ideas and Soviet-era constructs — constructs still main-
tained by Russia’s press and television to sustain the «virtual» dependence of former Soviet citizens
on the “successor state”.

This situation, in the run-up to the occupation of Crimea, combined with other significant factors,
strongly affected the mindset of Ukrainian security personnel, who were unwilling to fire on Russians
in Crimea, perceiving them as «their owny. Phrases like “One people, one country. We’re brothers
what do we have to fight over? The fascists and Banderites are to blame” were ubiquitous.

Paramilitary formations played a major role in preparing and carrying out the operation to seize
Crimea. From the very start of the armed aggression against Ukraine in spring 2014, Russian and
pro-Russian paramilitary units actively participated in occupying Crimea, and later in certain areas
of the Donetsk and Luhansk regions. These formations allowed Russia to maintain an appearance of
non-intervention in the process while simultaneously giving the impression of mass and spontaneous
local uprisings. Thus, the hybrid influence effect (HIE) emerged: on the one hand, an instrument of
pressure on Ukraine, and on the other, a means by which the Russian Federation could mask its direct
military intervention (beneckoB M. M., 2021, c. 25).

As part of its preparation for hybrid warfare against Ukraine, Russia consistently created con-
ditions conducive to its success. On the one hand, it undertook measures to prevent an adequate
response by Ukraine’s military-political leadership, government bodies, and security/defense sector
to negative changes during the crisis period. Exploiting contradictions and gaps in Ukrainian legisla-
tion, Russia enabled various paramilitary formations to exist on Ukrainian territory alongside regu-
lar Russian military units — provided they did not formally violate the law. In reality, though, their
activities posed a threat to national security. Thus, Ukraine’s imperfect legislation did not allow law
enforcement and other government agencies (tasked with safeguarding public and national security)
to respond effectively to such threats.

Another critically important aspect was Moscow’s decision on the composition and preparation of
forces for hybrid operations. The main tasks were assigned to regular Russian military units, notably
its special operations forces (“little green men”), who would be presented on Crimean territory as local

8 Beictymienue Bnagumupa Ilyruna na cammure HATO (Byxapecrt, 4 anpesist 2008 roma). URL: https://www.unian.net/

politics/110868-vyistuplenie-vladimira-putina-na-sammite-nato-buharest-4-aprelya-2008-goda.html (28.06.2024).
°  Icropist moB3y4oi anekcii Kpumy. ..
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self-defense forces. By doing so, they were to frame the planned occupation as the result of internal
Ukrainian political strife. Pro-Russian paramilitary formations were to support their actions and further
destabilize (escalate) the situation in Crimea. The FSS and the MID of the Russian General Staff were
primarily responsible for their command, financing, training, operational support, and coordination.

It should be noted that in September 2013, the Russian armed units together with the Black Sea
Fleet slated to seize Crimea underwent training during joint Russian-Belarusian exercises in Russia’s
Kaliningrad region. These drills rehearsed the defense of compatriots allegedly persecuted on the ter-
ritory of a foreign state. This purported “defense of Russian-speaking compatriots” in eastern Ukraine
would later become a principal pretext for Russia’s large-scale invasion of Ukraine — a justification it
could also apply to other neighboring countries.

In October 2013, work began on forming so-called “Crimean self-defense” units from local resi-
dents and members of Cossack organizations from Kuban, the Don, and Crimea. These units were
trained for joint action with Russian troops. A key outcome of this training was the synchronization of
different contingents when carrying out common tasks, as well as a readiness to do so without moral
or psychological constraints.

During the seizure of Crimea, the core of these paramilitary formations consisted of the so-called
“Crimean self-defense” forces, Cossacks, and former members of the “Berkut” special police unit,
whose actions were strongly supported by pro-Russian public and religious groups, as well as collab-
orators from among local officials, educators, medical workers, cultural figures, and others'’. Mean-
while, separate detachments of Russian private military companies (PMCs), including “Wagner”,
were also present in Crimea at that time, but they limited themselves to observing the situation on the
peninsula (Kosane M. B., 2023, c. 20-21).

All of these paramilitary components operated under a single plan and overall leadership of Rus-
sian special services and military personnel throughout the entire operation to occupy Crimea.

A successful information and propaganda campaign resulted in the occupation of Crimea — an
operation carried out practically without a single shot. Armed “polite men” did whatever was needed,
with almost no one attempting to interfere.

One indication that the main focus in Crimea was on information and propaganda was the involve-
ment of a large number of PR specialists and political technologists, who became direct or indirect
participants in the project to integrate Ukraine into Russia, which began in November — December
2013 (as evidenced by the secret awarding of medals to 300 journalists for their role in the Crimean
campaign).

During the implementation of the information component of the operation known as the “Crimean
Spring”, Moscow actively used a tactic of selecting from various alternative sources the descriptions
of events that best served its intended military objectives.

According to research by H. Pocheptsov, the Russian special services employed the following
techniques:

— The increase of the militarization signs: “little green men”, “polite men”;

9% ¢ 9% ¢C

— Eliminating indications of illegality: “people’s mayor”, “people’s governor”, “people’s self-
defense”, “reunification of Crimea”;

— Emphasizing negative characteristics of the opponent: “militants”, “punishers”, “punitive
operation”, “Kyiv junta”, “self-proclaimed Kyiv authorities”, “self-proclaimed prime minister”;

— Overstating their own positive image up to sacralization: “Crimea is ours!”, “Sevastopol, the
city of Russian sailors”;

— Describing actions in order to legitimize them: occupying administrative buildings was

accompanied by commentary such as “This is ours, the people’s, and we are the people”.

10" Sk Biiicbka PO 3a nBa TiwkHi 3axomuu Kpum. (2024). Kpum. Peanii. URL: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_
dSMCbYPFf4 (16.03.2024).
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Hence, information flows concerning Crimea were censored: only positive reporting was gener-
ated, while negative information was blocked.

Constant use was made of symbolic labels — “fascists”, “neo-Nazis”, “Banderites” — words that
carried strong negative perception for an audience conditioned by Russian (Soviet) propaganda. In
this way, the Kremlin pursued two objectives simultaneously: dividing Ukrainians into “good” and
“bad”, while stressing that Russia was the sole savior of the “good” Ukrainians/Russians from the
“bad” ones (ITouenmon I, 2016, c. 452).

The peculiarities of the information and propaganda impact of the Crimean Spring events include
the following:

— Prioritizing the information and propaganda component over physical influence. For exam-
ple, the “little green men” were portrayed as brethren Slavs who posed no threat and simply came to
help;

— Deploying military force only at the final stage of events.

— Actively using (cultivating) old Soviet ideas and slogans (slightly adapted to current realities)
and not introducing new narratives.

— A particularly significant role for journalists and political strategists.

For Russia to carry out this information and propaganda influence successfully, it was necessary
to ensure maximum unpredictability in how events would unfold, prompting Ukrainians to keep
searching for information and thus remain glued to their televisions and computers.

The information flow was overwhelming, with frequent contradictions in different reports. Thus,
the physical takeover of Crimea was accomplished mainly through a deliberately manufactured
atmosphere of uncertainty and ambiguity, aimed at blocking any possible resistance by both the local
populace and the Ukrainian government.

After conducting the research, we came to the following conclusions:

1. From the moment Ukraine declared independence, the top political leadership of the Russian
Federation began implementing a set of information and propaganda measures aimed primarily at
fully or partially reintegrating Ukrainian territory into Russia. This activity was especially intense in
Crimea.

2. The level of Ukrainian resistance to such actions varied significantly over time, depending on
the political will of the country’s leadership. Overall, this approach by the Ukrainian authorities did
not achieve the desired outcome, unlike the actions of Russian special services which, having taken
control of and then occupied Crimea, fully accomplished their assigned task.

3. Neglect by the Ukrainian authorities — especially during V. Yanukovych’s presidency — of the
need to counter Kremlin-driven information and propaganda threats; gaps in Ukrainian legislation;
and the passivity and indecisiveness of the state leadership and Ukrainian security structures (par-
ticularly in Crimea), combined with other factors, became the main reasons for Russia’s success in
preparing and carrying out the operation known as the “Crimean Spring”.
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cnpodu 3axonnennst Kpumy Pociticorkoro @edepayieto, nepiod max 36anoi « Kpumcoxoi kpuzuy (1992—-1994 pp.).
Ipoananizosano moxciusi npuduny Hegdaui (npusynunents) Oii i3 3axonienna Kpumcvkoeo nieocmposa 6 moii
uac ma nodanvui noodii' i kpusu 6 Kpumy ma nagxono nvoeo, sxi incnipyeanucsa Pociticokoro @edepayicto 3 memoio
PO3XUMYBAHHS cumyayii Ha nisocmpogi axc 0o tioeo anexcii y 2014 poyi.

3a pesynbmamamu amanizy yux nooiti 010 BU3HAYEHO OCHOBHI MPUYUHU YCNIXY iHQOpmMayiliHo-nponazanu-
ouUCmcwKoi QisibHOCMI POCILCLKUX Cneycyincd besnocepednvo nio uac max 36anoi « Kpumcworoi eecnuy (2014 p.).
Oxpemy y6azy 8 00CHi0NHCeHHT NPUdieHo aHalizy ni02omoeKu ma npo8edeHHs CneyianbHoi Misceioomuoi onepayii
POCilicbKux 6iticbk (cun) i cneycayxcod i3 saxonnenus Kpumy, oOHuM 3 enemMenmis AKoi cmano KOMNieKcHe 3aCmo-
CYBAHHA HUZKU THHOPMAYITIHO-NPONALAHOUCTICOKUX 3AX0018, CNPAMOBAHUX HA PI3HI 6ePCMBU HACENeHHA Ma PieHi
KepieHUYmMea npasooXopoOHHUX OP2AHI6 | OP2aHie MiCYe8020 CamOBPAOYEAHHS.

Y 0ocnioocenni npoananizoeano ocHo8HI 3ax00u, 8xcumi YKpaiHcbKow 61a00t0 0 npomudii cnpooam Pociii-
coroi’ Dedepayii 3axonumu Kpumcoxuii nisocmpis nio uac «Kpumcoroi kpuzuy (1992—1994 pp.) ma «Kpumcoxoi
secnuy (2014 p.).

YV pezynomami 3pobneno ucnosxu, saKi enubuie posKpuearoms npuduHy egpekmusrocmi Oil cneycayxcod Pociii-
cvroi @edepayii 6 inghopmayitino-ncuxonoiynii cgepi.

Knrwuosi cnosa: ingopmayitino-nponacanoucmcoKuil 6nius, napaminimapui oopmysants, cneyiaivpua onepa-
yis, Kpumcora eecna, Kpumcovka kpuza, onepayia ilicbk (cun), 3acmocy8antsa GilicbK (CU), 86e0eHHs 6 OMAHY,
oesingpopmayisi.
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